132 DuPont Hall

Newark, Delaware
August 7, 197%

Wr. Frank Landa
315 W Chestnut Hill Rd.,
Mewark, Delaware

Dear Mr, landa:

Please find enclosed copies of the analysis of your
sand samples as requested 7_20-7L, Table 1 shows the
results of our analysis on your sand and Table IL shows
the results of the analysis on the pond water for the last
month., Table II also shows normal values of the perameters
previous to the time that leachate from the landfill at
Tybouts Corners drained into the ponds that you use for
washing your sand. "

As can be seen from Table II, BODg» chlorides (C17 )y
and hardness have all increased markedly in the ponds over
the last month, If one were to look for contamination of
your sand,as I was asked by you to 4o, then one would
expect to see these parameters increase in your sand
in a similar fashion. From Table I, comparing samples
1,2, and 3 with sample 4, it is obvious that BOD5, chlorides
and hardness are all higher for the sand that was washed
on July 19 and 20, 1971 then ror the send washed prior to
July 1, 197L. This indicates that the sand just washed
is definitely contaminated by the wash water, However,

54 can be seen that the difference between the B0D5.

_ chlorides, and hardness for samples 1 and 2 versus sample
3 is great. This says to me that the twenty four hours
of stockpiling the sand greatly reduces the wash water
“sontamination.

T have calculated an organic sediment index(oslb "
for the vapious sand samples. The 0SI is a new, yet 28705

000335




S

7 to indicate pollution of
cs of the

e about

relatively reliuble paramete
pased on the chemical characteristl

A1l of the sand samples seem to hav _
(table 1), indicating that the washed sehd .

is no more polluted than a clean creek sand,

gtreams,
gediments.
the same 0SI

' The coliform counts for the samples were difficult

to determine because of the presence of a slime layer
on the filtexr papers. However, it can be concluded from
the coliform counts that all samples collected were

polluted.

GONCLUSIONS
The conclusions that

as follovss
1), Your sand is definitely being contaminated oo
in the washing process. .
2), This contamination is reduced markedly if the
gand is stockpiled for at least 24 hours.

3), The level of contamination appears to be only
glightly worse than that experienced before

T draw from this déﬁa are

the increased leaching from the landfill.

). The washed sand has about the same, or slightly .
Jess contamination than clean creek sand. Ir'

5)s The coliform counts are high for all samples,
and any use of the sand in which injestion of
the sand by a human could oceur, such as wsing !
the samd in childrens' sand boxes, should be :
avoided.

6)., The mason sand appears to be more contami
than the concrete sand.,

nated

RECOMMEMDATIONS .
My recommendations are as follows

" 1), Stockpile the concrete sand for at least k8 !
hours and provide adequate drainage such that o
the washwater remaining in the sand may drain,

2). Stockpile the mason sand a minimum of 96 hours
with adequate drainage. ‘ P

!
3), Do not sell any of the sand for sand boxes at }‘
any ‘time, P

028206
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4), Advise your employees to wash thoroughly with
an antiseptic soap after working with the wash
water or the wet sand, and particularly before

eating. L ,

T feel that the recommended actions will minimize
or negate any posgibility of public health hazard due
£o the contamination of your sand. I¢ I can be of any
further assistance, please fegl free to contact me.

|
Sincerely,
L
a/ o .,7 e

Tarry L. Olsen, PhD.
Assistant  Professor
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